Most of them had descended from slaves originally brought from Africa (mainly, Mozambique) by French colonists in the 18th century. 3 When the British Royal Navy conquered Diego Garcia in the Napoleonic Wars, they took many of the male African slaves off the island to the slave market in Goa where they were sold as "prizes"-that is, enemy property captured at sea-and eventually shipped to Sri Lanka to form the 4th Ceylon "Kaffir" Regiment, which fought in the Kandyan Expedition of 1815 and in the Uva Rebellion of 1818. Legal disputes over the proceeds from the booty, which netted £37 per head on average, continued in British courts well into the 1820s. 4 After slavery was abolished in Mauritius and its dependencies in 1834, the Îlois remaining in the Chagos were "free, that is to say nominally, though perhaps very little change would be found in their condition." 5 Yet, the prospective new tenants from the Pentagon had made it clear from the beginning that they were looking for an uninhabited site. Moreover, any inhabited territory would remain subject to Chapter XI of the UN Charter and hence to the reporting duties of Article 73(e) and ultimately to the universally declared goal of self-government. 6 The resident Îlois population thus posed a major risk of diplomatic embarrassment and precipitated some amazing creative thinking in London and Washington, D.C.
On February 25, 1966, the UK secretary of state for the colonies (Frank Pakenham, 7th Earl of Longford, KG PC) sent a confidential note to the newly appointed BIOT commissioner ( Julian Asquith, 2nd Earl of Oxford and Asquith, KCMG), explaining that our primary objective in dealing with the people who are at present in the Territory must be to deal with them in the way which will best meet our future administrative and military needs and will at the same time ensure that they are given fair and just treatment . . . With these objectives in view we propose to avoid any reference to "permanent inhabitants," instead, to refer to the people in the islands as Mauritians and Seychellois . . . We are . . . taking steps to acquire ownership of the land on the islands and consider that it would be desirable . . . for the inhabitants to be given some form of temporary residence permit. We could then more effectively take the line in discussion that these people are Mauritian and Seychellois; that they are temporarily resident in BIOT for the purpose of making a living on the basis of contract or day to day employment with the companies engaged in exploiting the islands; and that when the new use of the islands makes it impossible for these operations to continue on the old scale the people concerned will be resettled in Mauritius or Seychelles.
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In a minute of June 1966, the BIOT commissioner noted accordingly that they [i.e., the Colonial Office] wish to avoid the term "permanent inhabitants" in relation to any of the islands in BIOT because to recognise that there are permanent inhabitants will imply that there is a population whose democratic rights will have to
